INTRODUCTION
The human overexploitation of natural resources has become one of the most critical challenges of our time. The question of how to limit the extraction by humans to a sustainable level falls within the broader issue of sustainable development, often defined as meeting "the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs" (Brundtland 1987:23) . It has in many cases been answered with the establishment of centralized, often high-level command and control structures. This strategy, however, has more often than not failed to achieve its objective, and is likely to be of limited success in a complex and changing world (Armitage et al. 2008) . Complicating issues include an insufficient degree of certainty about ecological and social system behavior, widespread perceptions that the governance system lacks legitimacy, high regulatory costs of monitoring and enforcement in a culture of noncompliance, and loss of flexibility and resilience for adapting to changes in the social-ecological system. On the other hand, community management alone is unlikely to be able to address overarching issues of policy, property rights, and other effects that go beyond the community level (Plummer 2005) . Thus, a combination of top-down and localized community management -often associated with the term "comanagement," and more recently "adaptive comanagement"-has been suggested as the way to successfully address environmental, economic, and societal concerns-the three pillars of sustainable environmental governance (Carlsson and Berkes 2005) . Europe has seen an increasing interest in comanagement arrangements in fisheries management, although much remains to be improved (Österblom et al. 2011 ). However, published case studies of comanagement in European fisheries are rare because the European fisheries governance system is still, to a large extent, a command and control structure, and comanagement initiatives are limited to a few member states and/or a very local context (Symes et al. 2003) . The lack of documented cases is problematic because it hampers our ability to assess the effectiveness of cooperative governance arrangements through cumulative case study research. Crosscomparison of multiple cases is therefore urgently needed.
Tools for comparing different cooperative governance scenarios are crucial for generating generalizable findings and enhancing our theoretical knowledge. We therefore integrate two complementary conceptual frameworks-adaptive comanagement (ACM) (Plummer and Fitzgibbon 2004) and the Trinity of Voice (TOV) (Senecah 2004 )-to provide a more comprehensive framework for the analysis and evaluation of participation in environmental governance. The usefulness of the ACM approach is the explicit focus on preconditions and outcomes; however, the details of the ACM process, and how aspects of the process influence the nature and legitimacy of the outcomes, have been largely overlooked. TOV provides a detailed framework for analyzing the process characteristics in terms of (face-to-face) interaction and decision-making, and therefore allows a meaningful evaluation of participation in relation to outcomes. TOV ignores, however, contextual factors and has mostly been applied only to short-term public hearings. An integration of the two frameworks therefore promises to overcome the shortcomings of the individual approaches in a complementary way.
We apply this integrated framework in a comparative study of two cases of stakeholder participation in fisheries management where actors were engaged over several years. The analysis focuses on the context, as well as the process, and identifies critical factors and incidents that supported or hindered the success of the two cases in relation to their expected outcomes and the overall governance performance.
BACKGROUND AND THEORETICAL INTEGRATION
ACM appears to have emerged from a project at the Center for International Forestry Research in 1997 to highlight the social context of adaptive management (sensu Lee 1993 ) but has since also come to represent an enrichment of comanagement scholarship in the directions of complexity science and resilience thinking (Plummer and Armitage 2007) . ACM scholars point out that while the approach must be tailored to specific contexts (Armitage et al. 2009 , Berkes 2009 , Plummer and Hashimoto 2011 , it can potentially address the problem of "fit" by, for example, enhancing the congruence between social institutions and biophysical systems (Olsson et al. 2007 , Galaz et al. 2008 , and can provide an arena in which to embrace uncertainty (Fennell et al. 2008 ) and build adaptive capacity (Armitage 2007 , Fabricius et al. 2007 ).
As a concept, ACM is particularly concerned with governance through shared authority and decision-making, learning, and hence the ability to adapt to changing conditions (Plummer and Fitzgibbon 2004 , 2006 , Plummer and Armitage 2007 , Plummer 2009 ). Various attempts have been made at organizing the complexities of the ACM process into conceptual frameworks to link together groups of variables that can be reliably assessed (e.g., Plummer and Fitzgibbon 2004 , 2006 , Plummer 2009 ). For example, the ACM process has been characterized as involving a number of phases, such as preparing the system for change by engaging actors and building networks, seizing windows of opportunity to affect change, and working to build the resilience of the governance system by continuous learning, negotiation, and experimentation (Olsson et al. 2004 , Plummer 2009 ). This approach has a distinct focus on strategies of key actors involved but fails to capture the important contextual factors, which can be critical for understanding how initial conditions affect the emergence of collective action (c.f. Ostrom 2005 , Brummel et al. 2012 .
Another conceptualization of ACM describes it by means of three components: antecedents or preconditions, characteristics, and outcomes (Plummer and Fitzgibbon 2004) . As many other ACM frameworks put forth, this approach is useful for organizing and thinking about the complex phenomenon of ACM, but it does not outline detailed mechanisms of causality, nor does it attempt to specify the values of independent variables, such as those outlined under preconditions and process characteristics, and how they contribute to outcomes. A recent review by Plummer et al. (2012) shows the lack of consensus around this issue. It thus seems fair to say that the ACM field still suffers from underdeveloped theories of causation that relate preconditions, process, and outcomes.
To address this shortcoming, we combine the conceptualization of preconditions, as described by Plummer and Fitzgibbon (2004) , with a framework developed by Senecah (2004) that was originally designed for the structure and analysis of public hearings (Fig. 1 ). Senecah's framework, the Trinity of Voice, provides a template for designing and evaluating the efficacy of collaborative processes. It stresses the importance of public empowerment and focuses on the practical process of collaborative governance. Senecah argues that "the key to effective process is an on-going relationship of trust building to enhance community cohesiveness and capacity" (Senecah 2004:23) . The approach rests on three concepts-access, standing, and influence-that need to be in balance to prevent tensions, limited effectiveness, and escalating conflicts. Access refers to actors' opportunity and potential for participation, safety of participation, and potential for being heard. It includes the chance to speak and express opinions, as well as the existence of sufficient support in terms of, for example, education and information, in order to be able to actively participate in the process. Standing is closely related to access and refers to the legitimacy of actors in the participatory exercise. It is concerned with the degree to which input by diverse stakeholders is taken seriously and their contributions are valued, respected, and honored (Walter et al. 2006:194) . This can, for example, be achieved by focusing on interests rather than positions, including the development of an understanding of the drivers of those interests (Fisher et al. 1991 , Senecah 2004 . Influence relies on access and standing in participatory processes. It refers not only to the outcomes actors are trying to achieve but also whether the ideas of the participants were considered carefully together with those of others in processes where they matter. This might not result in stakeholders fully achieving their goals in the final decision, but they can achieve meaningful participation with opportunities for learning, pursuing mutual goals, and developing improvements (Walter et al. 2006:194) . Senecah (2004) suggests detailed conditions for each of these categories (Table 1) to allow for analysis of a participatory process, and the framework has been used to analyze and evaluate, among other things, stakeholder/citizen engagement in forest and sediment management (Walter et al. 2006) , oil and gas-related disputes (Klassen and Feldpausch-Parker 2011) , or urban ecosystem modeling (Thompson 2010) . The TOV provides a useful grammar for examining the power and communication within the ACM process in more detail. http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/iss3/art14/ In sum, we combine past conceptual attempts at organizing the complexities of the ACM process with the TOV framework, which addresses how the process affects the nature and legitimacy of the outcomes. Together, this integrated framework allows us to compare two cases of collaborative governance of fisheries in Sweden and Poland that have data on social, economic, institutional, and ecological outcomes.
APPROACH AND METHODS
Our aim is not to test theory so much as to explore and add to suggested frameworks of causality in ACM, in the hope of taking us one step toward developing a theory of causal mechanisms that can be tested in the future. We do this by using the framework in Fig. 1 as a guide to examine each case, and then trace the pathways by which outcomes appear to have evolved.
The two case studies were undertaken independently of each other by two different research groups with similar yet not the same research objectives and approaches. The Polish case (herein referred to as PC) examined and was actively involved in the process of initiating and institutionalizing the Polish Fisheries Roundtable (PFRT) as a multistakeholder platform. The project was planned and implemented by a steering committee that consisted of actors from fisheries, environmental nongovernmental organizations (ENGOs), fisheries science, policy, and the research team. The objective was to create a platform that consisted of a diversity of relevant stakeholders that informs and influences decision-making in questions of Polish fisheries. It should also act as a cross-link between the local and national Polish level as well as European participatory forums such as the Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council. Our role was to help motivate stakeholders to participate and set up the Roundtable and its rules to foster productive dialogue and informed decision-making rather than the previous "shouting matches." This task was motivated by the insight that Polish fisheries resource managers and stakeholders lacked the skills to conduct effective participatory processes (see Hislop and Twery [2001] and Edwards and Smith [2011] for similar observations). Thus, we chose an action research approach (Rapoport 1970) with the PFRT as the action-orientated mechanism for the purposes of this study. (Lundholm and Stöhr 2014) . In total, 13 interviews were carried out over six months in Ecology and Society 19(3): 14 http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/iss3/art14/ 2010; they lasted 60-120 minutes and were transcribed in full. As in the PC, the mix of sources proved fruitful in interpreting and analyzing interviews as the researchers had access to all meeting notes and had attended meetings; thus, they could confirm interview statements about the participatory process related to meetings and communicative aspects, such as the participants' views of the moderator's way of chairing the meetings, the allowance to speak, and their actual presence at meetings.
The processes under investigation have been running for two years with nine Roundtable meetings (PC) and four years with 20 meetings (SC). The cases can be compared through the application of the integrated framework because the dimensions are general enough to be examined in both cases but are sufficiently specific to meaningfully compare and relate the different dimensions of the different contexts/preconditions and processes to the observable outcomes of the two cases of stakeholder participation. To review the outcomes and assess to what degree they are likely to be linked to contextual factors and process elements in each case, we drew on the methodological approach of process tracing. Process tracing involves the examination of "diagnostic" pieces of evidence gathered through the different sets of qualitative data that contribute to supporting or overturning alternative explanatory hypotheses. The expected benefit of compromising generalizability through a small-N case comparison (here N=2) lies in the opportunity to unfold more complex causal processes due to the richer set of observations (Hall 2003) . A central concern is with sequences and mechanisms in the unfolding of causal processes over time, and the goal is to establish whether the events or processes within the case fit those predicted by alternative explanations (George and Bennett 2005, Bennett 2010 ). Considering our exploratory aim, we apply an inductive approach rather than testing different hypotheses. Although a potential limitation, this opened up the tracing process, and use of the two frameworks broadened and detailed the focus of our analysis. We attempted to identify the factors that have the largest causal relation to the observed outcomes, and discuss them in light of other findings in the literature.
The case study research in both cases was guided by slightly different research questions, objectives, and approaches. The research group in the Polish case was actively engaged in shaping the design and outcome of the participatory platform (Stöhr and Chabay, in press ). Therefore, the Polish research team as active external actor is treated as one of the potentially influencing factors in the process tracing. The Swedish team took a more observational and nonparticipant role. However, attention from researchers could have influenced the actors under observation, for example, in terms of encouragement to attend meetings and carry on the project. This is known as the Hawthorne effect. We believe, however, that the presence of the researchers in the Swedish case was not influential enough to critically affect the outcomes. This was, for example, indicated by participants who perceived a critical event and were highly disappointed with the project outcomes of the meetings halfway through and considered withdrawing from the project. The applied qualitative methods in both cases involved interpretations of data that might have been biased by the researchers' own position in the field (e.g., Herr and Anderson 2005) . The mixture of observation, semistructured qualitative interviews, and other methods attempted to minimize interpretation biases of the researchers by mixing the researchers' interpretations (i.e., comments based on observations) with interpretations of others (i.e., interviews).
The study of outcomes was necessarily constrained by several things: the difficulty in inferring causality between process and outcomes, and the fact that some outcomes may accrue over timescales much beyond the scope of this study. In fact, most outcomes are likely to change and evolve over time, and including a review of both short-term and long-term outcomes is likely to be essential to ultimately assess ACM initiatives (Plummer et al. 2012) . While recognizing this severe limitation, we nonetheless attempted to summarize outcomes as captured through interviews and cross-validation through archival data and followup interviews. In other words, the outcomes presented were largely those defined by respondents.
THE CASE STUDIES
In this section, we provide information on the social and ecological context in which the two case studies are embedded.
(PC): The Baltic Sea is a comparatively small, semi-enclosed sea of about 415,000 km 2 that supports both marine and freshwater species. The most important commercially harvested fish species are Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua), Baltic herring (Clupea harengus membras), and sprat (Sprattus sprattus), which make up about 90% of the total catches. While the Baltic herring and sprat stocks have generally been in good condition, the eastern of the two cod stocks had decreased considerably from about 700,000 tons at the beginning of the 1980s to less than 100,000 tonnes in 2005 ([ICES 2012] though there have been signs of recovery in recent years). Following this general trend, the Polish catches of Atlantic cod declined from about 120,000 tons in 1980 to 9000 tons in 2008 (ICES 2012), a development that is the result of vanishing biomass as well as conservations measures enforced by the EU. Similar declines can also be identified for sprat and herring.
Regulation and management EU member state Poland joined the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) in 2004, and thereby transferred the fisheries management power to the European level (Burns and Stöhr 2011) . The CFP provides regulations concerning all aspects of commercial fishing that are nationally implemented and enforced by the Polish Ministry of Agriculture. Scientific monitoring and advice is delivered mainly through the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea and is complemented by a number of stakeholder-based advisory groups, most notably, the Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council.
At the national level, the Polish fishing industry underwent a severe destabilization through the transition from a socialist to a market-oriented society. The umbrella organizations that managed fisheries as local, cooperative organizations in the command economy before 1991 have almost completely disappeared, resulting in a highly fragmented organization of the fishing communities. The Polish fishing fleet consists of mainly small-scale fisheries distributed over 65 ports and small harbors. The fishery in Poland is a decreasing sector-while 1500 boats were registered in 1990, only 500 remained in 2010. Among the countries surrounding the Baltic, Poland has the highest amount of illegal, unregulated, or unreported fishing (Rossing et al. 2010) , which led, for example, to a complete cod fishing ban imposed by the European Commission in 2007. http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/iss3/art14/
Stakeholders: interests and relations
Interviews with stakeholders in Poland (e.g., fishers, ship owners, processing industry, NGOs) indicate that along with institutions, cultural norms of localized collaboration and mutual help vanished during the shift in political and market systems. In their place emerged an ideology of pure self-interested behavior and minimal legitimacy attributed to coordinating, regulating mechanisms (Marciniak and Jentoft 1997) . In addition, Poland is characterized by an authoritarian culture, and both decisionmakers and stakeholders often have very little experience with deliberative decision-making. Skepticism and distrust towards the EU, the national administration, and science is especially high among Polish fishermen (Stöhr and Chabay 2010) . Environmental NGOs, though fairly influential at the European level, still play a somewhat marginal role in Poland.
(SC): Lake Vättern, the geographical area of the Swedish study, is situated in the middle of four counties and eight municipalities in the south of Sweden. It is the sixth largest lake in Europe, covering 1912 km 2 , and is the second largest in Sweden. About 250,000 people are dependent on water from Lake Vättern for their daily consumption; fishing is another important resource (County Administrative Board in Jönköping county 2009). Lake Vättern is home to Sweden's largest and commercially most valuable stock of Arctic charr. Since the 1990s, there has been a strong decline in the charr stock, whereas the American crayfish (Pacifastacus leniusculus) stock has increased. The latter has generated significant income for both professional fishers and tourism linked to the crayfish fishery.
Regulation and management
Fishing in Lake Vättern is regulated by rules developed by the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SwAM), and is grounded in the national Fisheries Law. This law defines three categories, the two main ones being professional and recreational fishing (including sport fishing and fishing for subsistence), and fishing on private waters. Professional fishing requires a license, which is administered by the County Administration Board (CAB) and is decided by SwAM. Currently, 22 fishers are licensed to fish in Lake Vättern. Professional fishers and others are free to fish for all kinds of fish. However, time (i.e., seasonal closures), place (public or private waters), minimum fish size, and technical measures, such as gear and mesh size, are regulated by law.
The CABs (four around the lake) have the task of supervision, acting on behalf of SwAM, and are in charge of environmental monitoring and assessment. This is conducted in cooperation with The Swedish Agriculture University and the Lake Vättern Society for Water Conservation, an association created in 1957 to promote the maintenance of the lake ecosystem quality, and to coordinate monitoring, assessment, and scientific data collection.
Stakeholders: interests and relations
The number of stakeholders with an interest in the lake and its water are numerous, and their interests are not always compatible. For example, the public's need for clean water for households is in juxtaposition to more turbid and eutrophied waters that are beneficial to some fish species, but most important, there have been conflicts between recreational and professional fisher groups. In the past, meetings were held with all fishing groups, but they were discontinued in the 1990s due to a national reorganization. Since then, the CAB fishery adviser has had regular but separate meetings with the different groups. Tension and mistrust have been growing within the fishing community and between the fishers and the national fisheries agency. This has also affected relations between CAB and the fishers. It is in this context that the Lake Vättern Society for Water Conservation and the four councils decided to move forward and apply to become a "Comanagement Initiative".
RESULTS

Preconditions
In the following, we outline the most important factors that led to the start of the two initiatives, and the motivations of the different groups of actors to participate and invest in the process.
Real or imagined crisis (PC):
The Polish process was preceded by an ecological crisis, especially with regard to cod, the most important commercially harvested fish species for Poland. Even from the institutional side it became apparent that the authoritarian structure of Polish culture made participation difficult in the more negotiation-and participation-oriented decision-making processes of the EU. Within Poland, the discussions were localized in smaller, common interest groups with limited perspectives. The communication within and among the different stakeholder groups was poor or nonexistent and characterized as "shouting matches" by several interviewees. Accordingly, consensus-based outcomes could very rarely be achieved. Together with other factors-the high amount of illegal, unregulated, or unreported fishing, the skepticism and distrust of Polish fisheries towards the EU and science, and not least, the collision course of the Polish government with the EU -this crisis helped stimulate willingness to experiment with a move toward a more collaborative process on the national level. Many of the participants in the Roundtable recognized the lack of good communication and expressed a need to improve it in order to achieve better results for all.
(SC): In Lake Vättern, the main ecological concern was a noticeable decline in Arctic charr, which is one of the characteristic species of the lake and an attraction for both commercial and recreational fishing (including sport fishing). This was of concern to all fishing-related stakeholders. Different reasons for the decline were suggested, but most respondents now agree that the major reason was fishing, in combination with reproductive failure related to climate change due to changed seasonal patterns in the icing of the lake. Thus, an ecological crisis also precipitated the initiation of this ACM process. In addition, growing distrust between fishing groups and county and national governments resulted in what can be termed an institutional crisis. This resulted in an emerging defiance of decisions and increasing noncompliance with rules and regulations, and led authorities to recognize the need for enhancing dialogue and conveying information to fishing groups. Until the beginning of the 1990s, a forum for communication between the authorities and fishing groups had been in place, but due to reorganization of the fisheries agency, it was canceled. Interviews with representatives of CAB indicated that this contributed to the emerging conflicts and mistrust, and the situation called for a new communication forum. http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/iss3/art14/ Opportunity for deliberation and motivations for involvement A key for any comanagement initiative is the inclusion of most, if not all, relevant stakeholder groups. This is thought to enhance the legitimacy of both the process and outcomes (Dryzek 2000 , Sandström et al. 2014 . Understanding the motivations behind stakeholder participation is therefore relevant. We elaborate on this for each case.
(PC): A passive approach (e.g., announcement of the multistakeholder forum only) was unlikely to motivate all relevant stakeholder groups-especially fisheries stakeholders-to participate. Through a previous project with the Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council, the EU's stakeholder-based advisory forum for Baltic Sea fisheries, we developed and discussed the project idea with Polish key stakeholders. Those persons are trusted among their peers, so they could help motivate participants to join. In addition, we visited the harbors to speak to the fishermen about opportunities and benefits of participation. We were able to convene actors from fisheries, several ENGOs, science, and the Department of Fisheries of the Polish Ministry for Agriculture and Rural Development Administration to participate in the new forum. The CFP reform in 2012 served as a time-sensitive driver for action, creating both the pressure to start soon and the potential promise of gaining advantageous results for the fishermen within a limited amount of time if consensus advice could be achieved.
(SC): In 2004, the Swedish Board of Fisheries (now the Swedish Board for Marine and Water Management) initiated a comanagement project, and regional and local actors and institutions were invited to apply to become "pilot" projects. Representatives from the Lake Vättern Society for Water Conservation perceived this as an opportunity. The ecological and institutional crises provided the incentives for getting all fisher groups and other stakeholders to meet and submit a proposal for becoming a comanagement pilot area. Interviews show that an incentive for the fishing groups to participate in the comanagement process was a feeling that the process could be useful, and most importantly, decisions would not be made without their voices being heard. The groups that formed part of the comanagement initiative included professional and recreational fishers, CABs (two of four in order to diminish the representativeness of authorities), municipal representatives (two out of the eight around the lake, again to diminish the representativeness of authorities), scientists working for SwAM, water-owner representatives, and finally, a representative from the Lake Vättern Society for Water Conservation.
Legal mandate and support for initiation and process (PC): The Polish government would have welcomed efforts to make the PFRT an official advisory body, and many of the fisheries stakeholders were striving for power gains. However, the steering committee decided that the PFRT in its original form would not have any formally defined influence in the decisionmaking process. This decision was grounded on the shared agreement that the PFRT would first have to focus on learning, trust building, and consensus finding to create the actual capacity for productive deliberation. A legally mandated role of the PFRT in the decision-making process from the beginning would have resulted in "power games" that most certainly would have undermined these efforts and only reinforced the pre-existing conflicts among the stakeholder groups.
(SC):In Lake Vättern, the issue of legal mandate created some confusion, which has had effects on the perceived legitimacy of the process. Many of the participants interviewed were incentivized to participate in the process by the hope of having their voices heard and incorporated into governance. This concerned a particular instance when the ACM initiative worked hard and prepared a document, which suggested regulations for fishing, only to realize they had no such mandate. This discrepancy between the perceived mandate between the ACM participants and the national Fisheries Board created anger and reduced incentives to stay involved.
Leadership or energy center (PC):
The idea of the PFRT initiative was initially introduced by two of the authors of this paper. Later, in order to build incentive for and energy in participation, but also to increase the legitimacy of the process, a steering committee was set up that consisted of the researchers, two Polish fishery and ENGO representatives in the Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council, and a highly regarded scientist and Polish government advisor. Through this, stakeholders were assumed to get a sense of ownership of the initiative.
(SC): In 2004, in response to the call by SwAM for comanagement projects, the Lake Vättern Society for Water Conservation sent an application, and as the approval came, they met with all four CABs and the Fisheries Board. Initially, there was no funding connected to the initiative, but the group sent a supplementary application requesting funds. The Lake Vättern Society for Water Conservation, in close collaboration with the CABs, particularly Jönköping, thus showed strong leadership and created an energetic core around the ACM meetings.
Common vision and/or existing networks to draw on (PC):
By drawing on the different networks of the members of the steering committee and new PFRT members, the group developed a shared idea of the potential benefits of "improbable alliances" between formerly contesting stakeholder groups. In the first meetings, a common vision was created and documented in a Memorandum of Understanding. In short, it stated that the PFRT members would attempt to come to informed consensus (or disagreement) about different issues as an advisory input for decision-makers. However, it became an issue whether or not (and when) the PFRT should formally take positions at a later stage of the process.
(SC): Visions were somewhat different among the participants. Where some envisioned a management plan for the lake, others (the majority) thought the main purpose would be to enhance information and communication, and reduce conflict and mistrust. Eventually, however, through skilled leadership, the idea of a management plan was introduced when participants could agree on the usefulness of creating and writing such a plan. Table 2 presents and compares the characteristics of the process in the two cases in terms of elements of the TOV framework: Regular multistakeholder meetings including government representatives Groups' differing viewpoints were noted in the minutes/ record Notes of the discussions were distributed to all participants, the Polish government, and via journal to fishermen Consensus statement on individual transferable quota delivered to various public authorities on the national and EU level Groups' differing viewpoints were noted in the minutes/ record Notes of meetings were distributed to all participants after the meeting, and were "approved" at the next meeting Courtesy or an absence of discounting verbal or nonverbal behavior, and active listening Discussion rules agreed upon in the MOU to ensure that active listing is encouraged and/or enforced Chairperson crucial to keep discussion focused and open Chairperson crucial in maintaining an atmosphere that would support dialogue and courtesy (e.g., humor to manage a sense of top-down/expert-novice imbalances) Making sure that everyone had a say after a presentation, or simply postponing decisions that were not at a stage of consensus Clear parameters of expectations for authority of participation Objectives about the use of results not clearly enough defined and agreed upon in the beginning, with the result being that there was disagreement about how the outcomes should be used in policy-making processes Objectives about the use of results not clearly enough defined and agreed upon in the beginning, with the result that some participants "lost" faith in the process Both cases attempted to maximize access and standing by early involvement of key actors, convenient meeting arrangements, and widely distributed notice. Both processes were also supported by the provision of information and scientific expertise without restraining the participants' opportunities to present and express their views during the meetings. Interestingly, both cases undertook active measures to create and maintain a collaborative attitude and a productive discussion culture. A Memorandum of Understanding was even drafted and signed by participants in the PFRT to guide interactions. In Lake Vättern, the chairperson was recruited specifically for his perceived mediating skills. He was also perceived to be neutral; i.e., not involved in previous conflicts over interests around the lake and with SwAM. Given the past conflicts, tensions, and mistrust between the groups, the chairperson came to play a crucial role in maintaining an atmosphere that would support dialogue and courtesy. This was done by using humor and joking with representatives from the authorities; hence, managing a sense of top-down/expert/novice imbalance, but also making sure that everyone had a say after a presentation, or simply postponing decisions that were not at a stage of consensus at the closing of a meeting. So both cases stress the crucial role of the chairperson for both access and standing.
Process
Both cases experienced struggles regarding influence. While within the process, a transparent and meaningful decision procedure was ensured, the relation to actual policy decisions was only vaguely or not defined. In the PFRT case, there was a vision to move slowly toward more influence once stakeholders gained the necessary capacity to participate in an effective way. This process, however, was difficult to define from the beginning, and after a few meetings, a conflict arose around this issue. More and more people felt that the PFRT should attempt to formulate jointly agreed upon positions and use them to influence decisionmaking on different levels. Others argued that the PFRT was still too fragile in terms of its capability to form consensus positions and might be misused by those in power. In the Swedish case, decision criteria and actual decision space were poorly communicated right from the beginning, which also resulted in different expectations and conflict. Several participants engaged in the ACM process with the belief that they would be able to influence fishing regulations, which was not the case. In reality, the ACM process in Lake Vättern involved limited devolution of actual power, and regulatory decisions were always retained at the national level (SwAM). Upon realizing this, several participants experienced great disappointment.
Outcomes
The third component of our analytical framework (Fig. 1) consists of outcomes (Table 3) . We categorized them into four broad categories that-as will be evident in the later discussion -are mutually interlinked to various degrees. Table 3 also includes the kind and strength of evidence we found to support the given evaluations.
From Table 3 , one can see that the most distinctive outcomes could be observed in the social category. They largely coincide with those highly cited in the literature, such as learning, conflict resolution, increased participation, collaboration, communication, and negotiation, all emerging in the systematic review by Plummer et al. (2012) .
In neither of the cases did we see any discernible economic effects. This is partly linked to the recovery of the ecosystems, which Ecology and Society 19(3): 14 http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/iss3/art14/ Atmosphere of free and open discussion has successfully been implemented.
Capacity for deliberation among highly diverse stakeholders increased.
Quality of discussions is perceived as high and useful by all groups.
Representatives of all groups indicate they have learned from others in the discussions.
Almost no discernible economic effects. Some information about better use of existing regulations for smallscale fishermen.
Partly due to the longer time-scales at which such outcomes are expected to be generated, but also because economic outcomes are likely to be affected by processes at both geographic and institutional scales much beyond the Polish Fisheries Roundtable (PFRT). Likely to have built capacity to deal with future conflicts.
However, not certain how representative trust is for the broader groups represented by ACM participants.
Atmosphere of free and open discussion has successfully been implemented.
Investigations undertaken within the ACM initiative to understand certain ecological relationships better.
Representatives of all groups indicate they have learned something in the meetings, and acknowledge increased understanding of the ecosystem and, in particular, of various fish species.
However, participants agree that "uncertainty" of system dynamics (cause and effect) remains a crucial aspect in discussions and decisions.
No discernible economic effects.
Partly, due to the longer time-scales at which such outcomes are expected to be generated, but also the fact that certain biophysical drivers (like climate change) cannot be addressed at the level of the lake. documentsmedium http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/iss3/art14/ occurs over longer time frames than can be captured in this study. Both ecological and economic outcomes are also likely to be affected by processes at both geographic and institutional scales much beyond the level of the ACM partnership, such as biophysical drivers, like climate change or the inflow of Atlantic water into the Baltic basin, which affect reproduction and survival of charr and cod, respectively (Österblom et al. 2007 ). Institutional outcomes may be more easily dealt with. In both cases, longer term funding has been secured, thus allowing the ACM process to continue for the foreseeable future. Given the current lack of legal mandate, we cannot deduce any clear links between the ACM processes and policy impact.
Lastly, it is apparent from Table 3 that there is surprisingly little variation in the outcomes across cases. A critical examiner could determine the reason for this homogeneity is our focus on a narrow range of outcomes. However, while the broad groupings (social, economic, etc.) were used for classification, and while some of the nuances of each case are necessarily lost in a summary table, the outcomes in Table 3 were not predefined but emerged out of careful examination and cross-validation procedures.
DISCUSSION
In this section, we attempt to summarize the details of the circumstances surrounding the ACM processes in Lake Vättern and the PFRT initiative by drawing out the main differences and similarities while examining their likely contribution to the outcomes of each case. In doing so, it is useful to return to Fig.  1 , which outlines the integrated conceptual and theoretical hybrid that guided our assessment.
As noted by Plummer et al. (2012) , understanding the causal relationship between components of the ACM process and outcomes remains a challenge. Tracing how the interplay between preconditions and process led to observed outcomes in our cases can thus take us one step in the direction of addressing this challenge.
Starting with social outcomes, the key elements emerging from both cases related to communication, learning, and trust. There is a rich literature on trust, which is relevant for this discussion. Scholars have argued convincingly that trust can be seen as both an outcome, thus emerging as a result of frequent interactions and previous trusting relationships (e.g., Dasgupta 1988 , Hardy et al. 1998 , Edelenbos and Klijn 2007 , and an independent variable influencing governance outcomes .
From the perspective of those who argue that trust can be created, it would seem that trust in both PFRT and Lake Vättern has been created in part by the regularity of meetings and the opportunity for deliberation (Table 1 ). Other process elements that appear to have contributed include explicit strategies to maintain an attitude of collaboration and respect, a courteous environment, and a transparent process that considers all alternatives suggested by participants. This corresponds well to Zucker's (1986) notion of process-based trust, which is tied to past or expected interaction processes and involves the incremental process of building trust through the gradual accumulation of either direct or indirect knowledge about the other. Opportunities for repeated formal and particularly informal contact between people are fundamental to developing trust as a property of the relationship. Confidence then can develop from repeated success in specific actions. Building of trust is thus seen as a gradual process, and the amount of trust conferred is expanded in incremental steps. But while trust can be created, it is also fragile and needs to be sustained and managed, and can diminish if rules are not in place to guide conduct and solve conflicts (Edelenbos and Klijn 2007) . Both the PFRT and Lake Vättern process did consciously incorporate these elements, and stressed the crucial role of the chairperson in both cases and the Memorandum of Understanding in the PFRT process. Koppenjan and Klijn (2004:69-70) proposed the term "governance networks" for situations of "more or less stable patterns of social relations between mutually dependent actors, which form around policy programs and/or cluster of means and which are formed, maintained and changed through series of games." This conceptualization seems highly appropriate as a term for the two ACM processes we examined. While trust can apparently be created, it is also hypothesized to affect network governance outcomes in several important ways. It is believed to (1) reduce transaction costs, (2) increase the probability that actors will invest resources in the joint initiative, (3) stimulate learning and exchange of information and knowledge, and (4) stimulate innovation . Starting with the social outcomes, it appears that the three identified here are likely to be interrelated, such that the trust that emerged as a result of elements of the process (Table 2) has given rise to secondary outcomes related to communication and learning. Returning to some assumptions about this causal relationship, communication can be seen as prerequisite for learning, while learning itself is often seen as requiring frequent interaction among trusting parties (Reagans and McEvily 2003) . It is thus clear that the causal relationship between the process elements and the outcomes of trust, communication, and learning is complex and multidirectional. But as noted, trust is also likely to have influenced other outcomes, such as compliance (SC), and most notably the willingness of actors to continue to contribute time and resources to the process, thus effectively determining longterm institutional outcomes, such as the persistence of the ACM.
Both ACM processes benefited from clear leadership. In Poland, this was represented by the steering committee, which consisted of well-respected individuals who were brought on board early in the process and who served to legitimize the process vis-à-vis other participants. In Lake Vättern, the Lake Vättern Society for Water Conservation, which had 60 years of collaborative experience, along with CABs, provided a strong leadership role. Both cases also recruited chairpersons with good mediating skills, who were perceived as being neutral. This appears to have played an important part in bringing the participants "to the table" in the first place, and subsequently for contributing to specific process elements, such as promoting collaborative attitudes, courtesy, and respect.
So far, we have attempted to trace how elements of the process, captured through the framework of TOV, are likely to have influenced outcomes. But what about the contextual factors-or what Plummer and Fitzgibbon (2004) term "preconditions?" How have they affected the process and the outcomes? Scholars like Ostrom (2005) and North (1990) have argued that socio-political processes like comanagement of natural resources are played out in an institutional context of formal and informal rules that define Ecology and Society 19(3): 14 http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/iss3/art14/ the general conditions for collaboration. But while institutional arrangements are important, other contextual factors, such as the nature of the biophysical system in focus and socio-cultural particularities of the actors, can also be essential for understanding how the ACM process evolves and the outcomes it is able to achieve (c.f. IAD framework in Imperial 1999).
The real or imagined crisis, suggested by Plummer and Fitzgibbon (2004) , is present in both cases we examined. Considerable decline in commercially important fish stocks triggered a sense of urgency among resource users and related stakeholders. In both cases, the perceived decline, combined with "external" actors (i.e., actors that were not part of the resource user groups), were important triggers for initiating collaborative processes. In Sweden, this is represented by the Lake Vättern Society for Water Conservation responding to the call by SwAM to start fisheries comanagement pilots and seizing this as an opportunity for collaboration among stakeholders. In Poland, it corresponded to the creation of the PFRT, emerging from a Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council project.
Neither ACM case had a legal mandate to influence the governance process surrounding fisheries and lake management, although the cases differ in the degree to which this lack of mandate was explicitly made clear to the participants at the onset of the process. In Poland, this was in fact a strategic decision by the key individuals driving the process not to become an official advisory body until learning, trust, and the capacity for productive deliberation was enhanced. This decision was based on the insight that consensus-building processes require a negotiation dimension that can be a significant barrier to the legitimacy and learning effects of the participatory process (Schusler et al. 2003 , Van den Hove 2006 . Negotiation typically involves withholding of information deemed disadvantageous or potentially competitively advantageous at a later point in the negotiation. In a context of learning, the opportunity to discuss and gain understanding of contrasting views can occur outside the competitive arena, at least temporarily. Effective deliberation depends on a certain capacity. Otherwise, such platforms are in danger of being misused to only support and legitimize the decisions of those in power (Griffin 2010) . Nevertheless, both cases experienced struggles around the wish of stakeholders to "gain influence" in the decision-making process at some point.
The creation of a common vision among the participants differed between the cases. The PFRT was partly created, and participants recruited, on the basis of a common vision, while in Lake Vättern, the goal of the process was less clear at the start, and visions therefore differed. Some participants envisioned a management plan for the lake, while others (the majority) thought the main purpose would be to enhance information and communication, and reduce conflict and mistrust. These divergent views eventually became clear, and through the skillful mediation of the chairperson were aligned, which enabled collaboration to continue.
A final important difference concerns the prior collaborative experience among participants in the two ACM processes. While this is not addressed in the framework proposed by Plummer and Fitzgibbon (2004) , the critical role that previous collaboration might have on new organizational processes has been empirically demonstrated both at individual and structural levels (Ostrom 2005 , Brummel et al. 2012 . Previous, or existing, governance structures can provide or lend trust and legitimacy to new comanagement initiatives. However, in cases where previous collaboration processes have failed or been conflict ridden, these past experiences may instead constitute a significant obstacle in the struggle for successful and legitimate comanagement outcomes (Sandström et al. 2014) . In Poland, cooperative structures for local fisheries management existed prior to the political reform of the 1990s but have almost completely disappeared, resulting in a highly fragmented condition of the fishing communities and little collaborative governance. The participants in the PFRT were thus largely novices to the process of collaboration and deliberative negotiation processes. In Lake Vättern, on the other hand, while not all of the participants had personal experience of collaboration, considerable experience can be said to exist through the leadership of the Lake Vättern Society for Water Conservation and their long experience of coordinating collaborative processes among various lake stakeholders.
CONCLUSION
We developed and applied a framework consisting of elements of adaptive comanagement and the Trinity of Voice, and compared two cases of fisheries-related ACM processes. This reflects our interest in bringing the development of theories of causal mechanisms in this field one step further along. The conceptual hybrid enabled us to trace pathways related to contextual and process factors and link them to outcomes. Focusing on participation in the ACM processes and using the TOV framework, thus looking in more detail at aspects concerning access, standing, and influence, has provided insights on how these various aspects are important for the outcomes.
For the Swedish case, we conclude that the use of the TOV framework has highlighted how access and standing were actively supported within the project and were important in bringing about the positive outcomes. Important examples include the compensation for travel costs and income losses when attending meetings (access), the protocols with detailed utterances when there were diverging views (standing), and the moderator who made sure all participants were allowed to speak and created a "respectful" attitude toward differing knowledge (standing). By looking finally at influence, we conclude that the participants perceived this aspect to be important. However, misunderstandings and lack of communication on this topic led to feelings that stakeholders' ideas were not carefully considered in the decisionmaking process, which could have jeopardized the ACM project (and positive outcomes). Influence was achieved in terms of mutual learning, with access and standing as important prerequisites.
The experiences of the Polish fisheries project stress the need for planning and forethought, which participatory processes often lack (Glicken 2000:308) . This includes a particular focus on the process of communication, trust building, and learning in the beginning, and efforts to gain early successes, even if limited in scope, to gain momentum and investment. As in the Swedish case, the key role of a facilitator bringing together a plurality of legitimate views among participating actors was highlighted to achieve standing. Against the concern and experiences in the other case that a lack of influence would risk the stakeholders' willingness to invest and participate in the process (e.g., Maguire
Ecology and Society 19(3): 14 http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/iss3/art14/ 2003), we found that most stakeholders saw great benefits in terms of learning, trust, and capacity building. This lets us conclude that the explicit discussion of potential negative effects of visible and hidden power imbalances on a joint and productive exchange of knowledge (Schusler et al. 2003 , Van den Hove 2006 can lead to a greater acceptance of a lack of actual decision-making power, at least for some time.
While the initial conditions regarding common views among participants and previous collaborative experience are quite different between the cases, they showed very similar outcomes in terms of trust, communication, and learning among the participants. Those can be seen as a primary and critical outcome, which in turn gives rise to multiple other outcomes and likely influences the degree to which interactions will be sustained for the benefit of the ACM process. They can be traced back to the combination of respected leadership, skilled mediation, and strong focus on deliberative approaches, and the creation of respectful dialogue (what Senecah refers to as "standing"). Though generalizations and comparisons with other research have to be treated with caution, the lessons learned are to a large extent consistent with those of others (e.g., see Reed 2008 for an overview). In particular, the cases as long-term efforts nevertheless support Senecah's (2004) presumption that meaningful participation has to build on access and standing in order to achieve meaningful outcomes. The findings also partly support her notion that influence, although important, involves more than decisions in favor of one's own interest only. Aspects of learning and trust building are important results and prerequisites for starting to codevelop objectives and the necessary capacity to participate meaningfully in the debates about complex and conflicted issues. An action-and learning-based approach provides the flexibility needed to adapt to the dynamics of the process in a challenging environment, where heterogeneous interests, capacities, and power structures create changing needs and priorities during the process (Reed 2008 , Ravera et al. 2011 ).
We further conclude that our analysis has benefited from the hybrid conceptual framework. Despite the different original research designs of the two studies, it was possible to trace and compare characteristics of the contexts and processes and their contribution to outcomes. The ACM provided a larger frame in which long-term initiatives could be structured, and helped identify contextual factors, such as the combination of crisis and opportunity for deliberation as strong causal factors behind the creation of the ACM process in both cases. TOV enabled us to look beyond structural borders to process specifics to make judgments about whether or not participation was actually meaningful and what elements (or missing elements) of access and standing were most decisive in explaining the achieved results.
We note that for a theory of causality to be developed further, the outcomes would have to be more clearly specified, indicating the direction of change of outcome variables as conceptualized in relation to causal variables. Academic assessments of ACM processes generally suffer from the difficulty of assessing longer term outcomes, and hence understanding the relative causal strength between any of the process variables addressed here and outcomes at such large geographic and temporal scales. Our study is no exception. However, given the increasing focus on collaborative governance (Carlsson and Berkes 2005, Plummer et al. 2012 ) and governance through networks (Koppenjan and Klijn 2004) , the existence and persistence of processes like the ones we examined will be an essential source to draw upon once the notion of collaborative governance actually becomes implemented throughout bureaucratic structures.
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